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DEFINITION OF “AIRMAN” IN CIVIL AERONAUTICS ACT 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 31, 1954 


Unirep Strares SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE No. 3 ON AVIATION OF THE 
COMMITEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
G-16 in the Capitol, Senator Dwight Griswold (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding: 

Present: Senators Griswold, Payne, and Smathers. 

Also present: Edward C. Sweeney, counsel on aviation; Bertram 
O. Wissman, chief clerk of full committee. 

Senator GriswoLtp. The meeting of the committee will come to 
order. 

The subcommittee will consider two bills, S. 2815 and H. R. 7395. 
S. 2815 is a bill that was introduced by Senator Bricker, at the request 
of the Secretary of Commerce, on January 25, 1954, to amend the 
definition of “airman” ia the Civil Aeronautics Act so as to exempt 
certain additional persons from the definition. 

At this point I will make a copy of S. 2815 a part of the record. 

(S. 2815 is as follows:) 


[S. 2815, 83d Cong., 2d sess 


A BILL TO amend the definition of “airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 19388, and for other pu rpose 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re prese ntatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938 be amended to read as follows: 

(6) ‘Airman’ means any individual who engages, as the person in command 
or as pilot, mechanic, or member of the crew, in the navigation of aircraft while 
under way; and (except to the extent the Civil Aeronautics Board may otherwise 
provide with respect to individuals employed-outside the United States or em- 
ployed by a certificated repair station, or by a manufacturer of aircraft, aircraft 
engines, propellers, or appliances) any individual who is directly in charge of the 
inspection, maintenance, overhauling, or repair of aircraft, aircraft engines, 
propellers, or appliances; and any individual who serves in the capacity of aircraft 
dispatcher or air-traffic control-tower operator.” 


Senator Griswo.ip. H. R. 7395 is a companion bill to S. 2815. 
It was introduced on January 20, 1954, and passed the House of 
Representatives on February 2, 1954. 

At this point I will make a copy of H. R. 7395 a part of the record, 

(H. R. 7395 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 7395, 83d Cong., 2d sess.]} 
AN ACT To amend the definition of “airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronautics Act 
of 1938 be amended to read as follows: 

‘*(6) ‘Airman’ means any individual who engages, as the person in com- 
mand or as pilot, mechanic, or member of the crew, in the navigation of 
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aircraft while under way; and (except to the extent the Civil Aeronautics 
Board may otherwise provide with respect to individuals employed outside 
the United States or employed by a certificated repair station, or by a manu- 


facturer of aircraft, aircraft engines, propellers, or appliances) any individual 
who is directly in charge of the inspection, maintenance, overhauling, or 
repair of aircraft, aircraft engines, propellers, or appliances; and any indi- 
vidual who serves in the capacity of aircraft dispatcher or air-traffie control- 


tower operator 
Passed the House of Representatives February 2. 1954 


Attest LyLe QO. SNADER, Clerk 


Senator Griswo.ip. At this point I will also make a part of the 
record a letter from the Honorable Sinclair Weeks, Secretary of Com- 
merce, addressed Lo the Honorable Richard M Nixon, the Vice 
President, dated September 22, 1953, requesting introduction and 
consideration of the bill under consideration 

(Letter of Secretary of Commerce to Vice President Nixon is as 
follows 

CHE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 


HW hington 25, September 22, 1958 
H ] HARD M NIXON 
pp nit ¢ the Nenat 
7 \ Ser i ) ) D. ¢ 
My Di Mr. PrestpEntr: It is requested that the enclosed proposed bill to 
amend the definition of “airman’’ in the Civil Aeronauties Act of 1938, and for 


‘ther purposes, be introduced in the Senate at vour earliest convenience. 


As resently defined in section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronauties Act of 1938 (49 








U. 8. ¢ 101 (6)) the term “‘airman’’ includes, among other aeronautical occupa- 
tior anv individual who is directly in charge of the inspection, maintenance, 
overhau or repair of aircraft’? or their components. Section 610 (a) (2) of 
the act cla that it is illegal “for anv person to serve * * * as an airman 
ithout an airman certificate’? issued by the Administrator of Civil Aero- 

nautics of this Department Thus, all mechanies in charge of inspection, mainte- 
nance, overhauling, or repair of aircraft or their components in the United States 
rtifica of co eteney issued by the Administrator. In conse- 
Dro on of the act. son mechanies and repairmen are 
required to hold certificates although no substantial public interest requires it. 
Air anufac sn ( loy certificated mechanics to repair their own 
products, although there is no such requirement with respect to the original pro- 
t of same articl Obviously, a manufacturer who has demonstrated 

his abilit ) maintain the quality of his product under a Civil Aeronautics 


Administratio production certificate is qualified to repair, restore, or rebuild 


al services to aircraft are also 
of Civil Aeronautics Che qualifications of 











the ployees are checked upo he it upp! tion for the certificate, and the 
maintenance of a qualified staff, and of high standards in work done, is requisite 
to its retention Since emplovee qualifications are cumulatively passed upon 


in connection with this Government certification and Inspection program, it is 
Inneces ry ad plcatiol to reqiure mn addition a check upon and a Ce rtification 
of, the qualifications of the individual supervisory emplovees 

It is our opinion, therefore, that aviation safety does not require the certification 
either of mechanics who work for a manufacturer on aircraft and aircraft com- 
ponents which he produces, or of employees of a certificated repair station. The 
enclosed proposed bill would amend section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronauties Act 
of 1938 so as to authorize the Civil Aeronautics Board to except persons so em- 


ployed from the definitior of ‘‘airman.’’ This change would permit the elimina- 
tion of regulation and control of these occupations where Government supervision 
serves mn seful purpose The Department of Commerce therefore reeommends 


early and favorable consideration of this proposed legislation by the Congress. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would interpose 
no objection to the submission of this proposed legislation to the Congress for 
its consideratior 


Sincerely vours, 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
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Senator Griswoup. Also at this point I will make a part of the 
record letters that the committee has received from Lindsay C. 
Warren, Comptroller General of the United States, dated February 
5, 1954, and from William P. Rogers, Deputy Attorney General, 
dated February 18, 1954. These letters offer no substantive com- 
ments on the proposed bill. 

(Letter, February 5, 1954, from Lindsay C. Warren; and letter, 
February 18, 1954, from William P. Rogers, Deputy Attorney Gen- 
eral, are as follows:) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, February 5, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear Mr, CHarrMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 26, 1954, 
enclosing, together with another bill, a copy of 8. 2815, 83d Congress, and inviting 
any comments I may care to offer concerning the proposed measure. 

This bill is entitled “A bill to amend the definition of ‘airman’ in the Civil 
\eronautics Act of 1938, and for other purposes.”’ It is identical to H. R. 7395, 
83d Congress, which was referred to your committee on February 3, 1954. 

Other than the statements contained in House Report No. 1130, accompanying 
H. R. 7395, the General Accounting Office has no additional information concern- 
ing the matter. Accordingly, I make no recommendations with respect to the 
merits of the bill. 

Pursuant to your request, three carbon copies of this letter are enclosed herewith. 

Sincerely yours, 
Linpsay C. WARREN, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE Deruty ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, February 18, 1954. 
Hon. Jonn W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Senator: This is in response to your request for the comments of this 
Department concerning the bills (S. 2815 and H. R. 7395), to amend the definition 
of “airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, and for other purposes. 

Since the subject matter of these bills is not related to any of the activities of 
the Department of Justice, we would prefer not to offer any comment concerning 
thern. 

Sincerely, 
WiiuiAM P. RoGesErs, 
Deputy Attorney General. 

Senator GriswoLp. As presently defined in section 1 (6) of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1938, the term “airman” includes, among other 
aeronautical occupations, ‘‘any individual who is directly in charge of 
the inspection, maintenance, overhauling, or repair of aircraft” or their 
components. Section 610 (a) (2) of the act declares that it is illegal 
“for any person to serve * * * as an airman * * * without an air- 
man certificate’ issued by the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 
Thus, all aircraft mechanics must hold a certificate of competency 
issued by the Administrator. 

In consequence of this rigid provision, aircraft manufacturers must 
employ certificated mechanics to repair their own products, although 
there is no such requirement with respect to the original production of 
the same article. Obviously, if a manufacturer has demonstrated his 
ability to maintain the quality of his product under a civil aeronautics 
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production certificate, he may feel he is qualified to repair, restore, or 
rebuild the same product at his own factory. 

In addition, the same provision makes it necessary for employees 
of certificated aircraft repair stations to be certificated. These sta- 
tions in themselves are certificated by the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 
tration, and the qualifications of their employees are checked upon 
initial application of the station, and periodically thereafter. The 
subcommittee may well find it is duplication to require separate cer- 
tificates from individual supervisory employees of such repair stations. 

The bills, S. 2815 and H. R. 7395, would amend the definition of 

“airman” in section 1 (6) so as to authorize the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to except from the definition of “airman’”’ (2) mechanies who 
work for a manufacturer on aircraft and aircraft components which he 
produces, and (4 employees of certificated repair stations. The levis- 
lation is permissive. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration has commented on the bills 
under consideration and at this point I will place in the record the 
comment of the Civil Aeronautics Board on the two bills, 5. 2815 and 
H. R. 7395. 

Letters from Civil Aeronautics Board, March 31, 1954, are as 
follows:) 


Civit ABRONAUTICS BoarD, 
Washington, March 31, 1954. 
Hon. Jonn W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C 


Dear SENATOR Bricker: This is in reply to your letter of February 4, 1954, 
asking the Board for a report on H. R. 7395, a bill to amend the definition of 
“airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, and for other purposes 

Under existing provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act any individual who is 
directly in charge of the inspection, maintenance, overhauling or repair of aircraft 
aircraft engines, propellers, or appliances is classified as an “airman,” must 
demonstrate his qualifications as such and must obtain an airman certificate 
issued by the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. In effect, the policy of the 
law is to require airmen to demonstrate that they have minimum qualifications 
for the job 

The Board believes this policy to be sound. However, there may be cases in 
which the competency of the individual is reasonably assured by placing full 
responsibility for the airman’s work on his employer, who is also certificated and 
subject to the full disciplinary control of the Administrator and the Board. 
In these circumstances the requirement that the individual also possess an airman 
certificate might be duplicative, unnecessary, and entail needless administrative 
expense. Basically, the purpose of the legislation appears to be to permit the 
Board to provide exemption from the requirement of holding an airman certificate 
in such cases. Specifically, it would permit the Board to exempt from the require- 
ment of possessing an airman certificate those individuals who are “employed 
by a certificated repair station, or by a manufacturer of aircraft, aircraft engines, 
propellers, or appliances.” 

In view of the permissive nature of the legislation, the Board has no objection 
to its enactment. However, the Board wishes to make it clear that it does not 
interpret the legislation itself as requiring any change in existing policies as to 
who shall be required to hold airman certificates. To what extent, if any, exemp- 
tions should be granted pursuant to the proposed statutory authority would 
be a proper subject for consideration and determination by the Board in the 
light of all the facts and circumstances of the particular cases or class of cases 
presented to it from time to time. 

It should be added that the Board does not construe the legislation as requiring 
the entry of a separate order for each repair station and manufacturer to be 
exempted, but would permit the issuance of general regulations having application 
to particular classes of repair stations or manufacturers. On the other hand, if 
a particular repair station or manufacturer failed to maintain proper standards, 
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the Board understands that it could by a separate order revoke the exemption 
with respect to that particular repair station or manufacturer 
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report. 
Sincerely yours, 
CHAN Gurney, Chairman. 


Crvit AERONAUTICS BOARD, 
Washington, March 81, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate. Washington, D. ¢ 


Dear SENATOR Bricker: This is in reply to your letter of January 26, 1954, 
asking the Board for a report on 8. 2815, a bill to amend the definition of ‘“‘airman’”’ 
in the Civil Aeronauties Act of 1938, and for other purposes’’ 

Under existing provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act any individual who is 
directly in charge of the inspection, maintenance, overhauling or repair of aircraft, 
aircraft engines, propellers, or appliances is classified as an “airman,’’ must demon- 
strate his qualifications as such and must obtain an airman certificate issued bv 
the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. In effect, the policy of the law is to 
require airmen to demonstrate that they have minimum qualifications for the job 

The Board believes this policy to be sound However, there may be cases in 
which the competency of the individual is reasonably assured by placing full 
responsibility for the airman’s work on his employer, who is also certificated and 
subject to the full disciplinary control of the Administrator and the Board. 
In these circumstances the requirement that the individual also possess an airman 
certificate might be duplicative, unnecessary, and entail needless administrative 
expenst Basically, the purpose of the legislation appears to be to permit the 
Board to prov ide exe mptior from the requirement of holding an airman certificate 
in such cases. Specifically, it would permit the Board to exempt from the require- 
ment of possessing an airman certificate those individuals who are ‘“‘employed 
by a certificated repair station, or by a manufacturer of aircraft, aircraft engines 
propell rs, or appliar ces,” 

In view of the permissive nature of the legislation, the Board has no objection 
to its enactment. However, the Board wishes to make it clear that it does not 
interpret the legislation itself as requiring any change in existing policies as to who 
shall be required to hold airman certificates. To what extent, if any, exemptions 
should be granted pursuant to the proposed statutory authority would be a 
proper subject for consideration and determination by the Board in the light of 
all the facts and circumstances of the particular cases or class of cases presented 
to it from time to time 

It should be added that the Board does not construe the legislation as requiring 
the entry of a separate order for each repair station and manufacturer to be 
exempted, but would permit the issuance of general regulations having application 
to particular classes of repair stations or manufacturers. On the other hand, if a 
particular repair station or manufacturer failed to maintain proper standards, 
the Board understands that it could by a separate order revoke the exemption 
with respect to that particular repair station or manufacturer 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report 

Sincerely yours, 
CHAN GuRNEY, Chairman. 


Senator GriswoLp. We will now hear from Senator Chan Gurney, 
Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board. 


STATEMENT OF CHAN GURNEY, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS BOARD 


Mr. Gurney. Mr. Chairman, I feel I could not add very much to 
the written comment you have just placed in the record. 

Senator GriswoLp. Do you prefer to read your report? 

Mr. Gurney. Whichever you disire. 


46483—54 2 
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Senator Griswo._p. You might read that and then there might be 
some questions from members of the committee. 

This report, I believe, is an exact duplicate on both bills. 

Mr. Gurney. I think so 

Under existing provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act, any indi- 
vidual who is directly in charge of the inspection, maintenance, over- 
: wuling or repair of aircraft, aren’ ift engines, propellers, or ap plicane es 
s classified as an “airman,’’ must demonstrate his qualifications as 
sank and must obtain an airman certificate issued by the Admini- 
strator of Civil Aeronautics. In effect, the policy of the law is to 
require airmen to demonstrate that they have minimum qualifications 
for the job. 

The Board believes this policy to be sound. However, there may be 
cases in which the competency of the individual is reasonably assured 
by placing full responsibility for the airman’s work on his emplover, 
who is also certificated and subject to the full disciplinary control of 
the Administrator and the Board. In these circumstances the require- 
ment that the individual also possess an airman certificate might be 
duplicative, unnecessary, and entail needless administrative expense. 
Basically, the purpose of the legislation appears to be to permit the 
Board to semis exemption from the requirement of possessing an 
airman certificate those individuals who are ‘““emploved by a certifi- 
cated repair station, or by a manufacturer of ainceaty aircraft engines, 
propellers, or appliances.” 

In view of the permissive nature of the legislation, the Board has no 
objection to its enactment. However, the Board wishes to make it 
clear that it does not interpret the legislation itself as requiring any 
change in existing policies as to who shall be required to hold airman 
certificates. To what extent, if any, exemptions should be granted 
pursuant to the proposed statutory authority would be a proper subject 
for consideration and determination by the Board in the light of all the 
facts and circumstances of the particular cases or class of cases pre- 
sented to it from time to time. 

It should be added that the Board does not construe the legislation 
as requiring the entry of a separate order for each repair station and 
manufacturer to be exempted, but would permit the issuance of general 
regulations having application to particular classes of repair stations 
or manufacturers. On the other hand, if a particular repair station 
or manufacturer failed to maintain proper standards, the Board under- 
stands that it could by a separate order revoke the exemption with 
respect to that particular repair station or manufacturer, 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to 
the submission of this report. 

Senator SmarHerRs. Mr. Chairman, I am lost on this matter to this 
extent, and I am sure the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board 
can clear it up for me: 

Am I correct in understanding that you people have an airman or 
inspector with every manufacturer in every what they call repair 
station? 

Mr. Gurney. The Civil Aeronautics Board does not, but I am sure 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration does. I believe that is correct. 
Mr. Lee can answer that. 

Senator SMaTHERS. Is that correct, Mr. Lee? 
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STATEMENT OF FRED B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR, CIVIL 
AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Lex. That is correct. 

Senator SMATHERs. Is that what this is directed to? 

Mr. Ler. This is permissive legislation to get away from requiring 
that repairs be approved by a certificated mechanic. 

Senator Smatuers. Are all mechanics who work on certificated 
airlines, for example, certificated too? 

Mr. Ler. Not all mechanics, but those who approve the repairs 
must be certificated. 

Senator SMatHERs. Do they work for the airlines, for example, or 
do they work for the Civil Aeronautics Administration or the Civil 
Aeronautics Board? 

Mr. Les. They work for the airlines or the air ageney or the manu- 
facturer, whatever the case may be. 

Senator SMaTHERS. But they have to come and get a certification 
from you people as to their competency and things of that nature? 

Mr. Leer. Yes, sir. 

Senator SmMatrHuers. And I presume this legislation is directed to 
change the definition of what actually is the meaning of ‘“airman.”’ 
In other words, to eliminate some of the paper work of the Civil 
Aeronauties Administration. Is that what we are driving at? 

Senator GriswoLp. That is correct. In some cases it involves the 
matter of certificating the general operator and holding him respon- 
sible for some of the employees, and in other cases you have a certi- 
ficate as to the other manufacturer who is permitted to repair his 
own planes with his own employees. 

Mr. Ler. This applies to approved repair stations and manu- 
facturers who have been certificated and allows us, would allow us, 
providing the proper regulation were passed by the Board, to accept 
the certification of the approved station itself rather than an in- 
dividual employee of that air station. 

Senator Griswo.p. But all of this time you would have somewhat 
of a general checking on the operations. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; we make periodic inspections of the manu- 
facturers and the approved stations to see that their facilities and their 
personnel are adequate and we spot check their work to see that it is 
up to standard. 

Senator SmatrHeRs. How did this legislation come about? Was it 
requested? 

Senator Griswo.p. This legislation was requested by the Depart- 
ment of Commerce which, I assume, was speaking on behalf of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator SMATHERS. For example, we will say that TWA, as an 
illustration, desires to run their own overhaul shops; do thev have 
certificated inspectors approving the work done in those shops? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. This legislation, as it was passed in the House, 
does not provide for scheduled air carriers to have the same authority. 
It applies to the two categories, essentially, the manufacturers and 
approved repair stations. 

Mr. Trpron. May I say something here, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator GriswoL_p. Would you identify yourself for the record, 
please? 
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Mr. Treron. My name is Stuart Tipton, general counsel of the Air 
Transport Association. 

It seemed appropriate to interrupt because I will propose, when my 
time comes, that the bill be amended to cover certificated, scheduled 
air carriers in the same fashion that it covers manufacturers and repair 
stations 

Senator Smaruers. Let me ask this question, if I may, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator GriswoLp. Certainly. 

Senator Smaruers. These people are called airmen. What do the 
inspectors do? Do you have classifications known as inspectors, 
that is Civil Aeronautics Administration? 

Mr. Ler. They used to be known as inspectors. We know them 
now as agents at the present time 

Senator SmatrueERs. Do they work for you or for the airlines or the 
approved overhaul people, or whatever it is? 

Mr. Ler. Well, the Civil Aeronautics Administration employs a 
number of air agents who have been responsible for insuring the safety 
of civil aviation in this country. In addition to them, we have some 
6,000 designees who are individuals determined to be qualified by 
Civil Aeronautics Administration and who have the authority to act 
for the Administration in certain approvals. These designees extend 
from those approving airman qualifications down to medical certifi- 
cates, engineering designees, and so forth. There are various classes 
of them which, in effect, are individuals not paid by the Federal 
Government but who perform services for the Federal Government. 

Senator SMarHeRs. Does each airline, for example, have an in- 
spector assigned to it, and representing your people, that flies up and 
down the line all the time and checks on things? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; the large airlines have several 

Senator SmMaruers. Are those inspectors paid by the airline or paid 
bv the Government? 

Mr. Ler. The agency in charge and their immediate subordinates 
are paid by the Federal Government 

Senator SmarHeRs. Do vou have any policy of switching those 
inspectors around from airline to airline? Is there any program of 
moving them like they move the Federal Bureau of Investigation from 
town to town, or do you put an inspector on a line and leave him on 
that line for a period of 10 years or so? 

Mr. Ler. They are often left for a period of vears. There is a 
certain amount of normal rotation of the individuals throughout the 
various jobs we have in the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator SmarHuers. What is that normal rotation? 

Mr. Les. It is not fixed as any definite period of years. 

Senator SmMarHers. Would you be shocked or amazed if I knew 
about one who had been with one airline for 16 years as an inspector? 

Mr. Ler. No; I would not be. I do think that a certain degree of 
rotation is desirable. 

Senator SMaTHeRS. You would agree then, if there was a fellow who 
had been there for 16 years, it might be advisable to move him around 
and let him get a look at some other airlines? 

Mr. Len. Yes, sir. 

Senator SMarHerRs. On the simple basis that when the inspector 
stays so long, he knows everybody on that line, all the pilots and, 
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obviously, would be less stringent on them after having been there that 
long. We can presume that he would be less stringent after having 
been there that many years than he would be if he were moved around. 

Mr. Ler. I wouldn’t say so necessarily. 

Senator SMatHerRs. That is right, not necessarily, but ordinarily. 

Mr. Lex. There is a certain degree of experience with the airline 
operations which would enable an agent to know the airline better 
and would know the possible weaknesses of that airline operation. 

Senator SMATHE Rs. Do you have any idea at the moment bow long 
your chief agents have e been with the various airlines; for e xample, the 
man with Eastern Air Lines, how long he has been there and the man 
with TWA and United? Do vou have any idea how long those 
agents have been riding those lines? 

Mr. Ler. I could not give you any definite statement of the time. 
I think on those that you have mentioned the agents in charge have 
perhaps been in their present position for a period of certainly over 
2 yeal 

Senator SmarHERs. Do you think that is a good policy or do you 
think that it is not a good policy? 

Mr. Ler. Well, Senator Smathers, as I testified previously, I think 
it should be well to examine this. I think there is such a thing as too 
long a period of alinement with a given airline. 

Senator GriswoLp. There is also a period that can be too short, 

Mr. Lee. There is; ves, sir. 

Senator Griswoup. In other words, you need balance in making 
that judgment? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, si 

Senator Griswo.p. That is an old argument in all supervisory 
positions. Every city police force goes through how long should you 
leave a certain patrolman on a certain beat and when should he be 
moved, and the State highway patrolman also, for that matter. 

Senator SmatruerRs. Ordinarily, I would agree that 10 years would 
be sufficient in any one job. 

Senator Griswocp. I will leave it to the Administrator. 

Senator SmatHeErs. I wanted to ask one specific question of Mr. 
Lee. What is vour present policy regarding rotation’ 

Mr. Lex. There is no set period which has been set up. As I said, 
we have a normal rotation due to the personnel movements that 
occur in any large agency. 

Senator SMatHeE3s. In other words, if they are not fired or some- 
thing, then they tidal stay where they are. I am not trying to put 
words in your mouth. Do you have a policy, actually, as to rotation 
of inspectors? 

Mr. Len. No, sir. 

Senator SmarueERs. Do you agree that there ought to be one? 

Mr. Ler. I think that we should certainly take steps to insure that 
they are not in any one piace an excessive period of time. 

Senator SMatHERS. You know that the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation and, as the chairman said, the policemen and the chiefs of 
police and others over them have a job of seeing that the people under 
them do their jobs, and that most agencies have some sort of a rotation 
program which they seem to think brings about more efficienc a 
just commend that to the Administrator for whatever it might be 
worth to him. I will stop on that point, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Griswo.p. I have a telegram just delivered, addressed to 
me as follows: 


Regarding your hearing Wednesday morning, March 31, air transport division 
of Transport Workers Union, CIO, representing 15,000 mechanical and other air- 
line employees, objects to words “for emploved by a certificated repair station’”’ 
resently contained in H. R. 7395 or 8S. 2815. Unless these words are deleted, 
ill would reduce safety standards required by present law by exempting persons 





employed by certificated repair stations to be in charge of inspection. Mainte- 
ance overhaul or repair of transport planes carrying the traveling public from 
necessity of passing CAA examinations and obtaining an airman certificate. 
Chis ar dment would reduce present standards for mechanical repairs and un- 
Lecce arilv increase the dangers of aviation to the public. Bill as it stands would 
also be discriminatory in that supervisory mechanical employee of airlines would 
ye required to hold an airmaw’ rtificate while similar employees of certificated 
repair statior ld not We therefore urge that you oppose H. R. 7395 or 
S. 2815 he words certificated repair station are stricken from the bill. 
James F. Hors 
Ty ttaonal Vic President and Directo A 1 nsport Division TWU, 


We will enter that in the record and, in view of the fact that this 
protest has now been received, we might back up a little and if Senator 
Gurney wants to comment on this telegram in addition to his previous 
comments, we will be clad to hear from him. 

Telegram, dated March 31, 1954, from James F. Horst, is as fol- 
low 
WASHINGTON, D. C., March 30, 1954 


j. 
Hon. Dwicur GRISWOLD, 
Senate Interstate and Foreian Con erce Committee, 
The Capitol, Was} ington, DAG; 

Regarding your hearing Wednesday morning, March 31, air transport division 
of Transport Workers Union, CIO, representing 15,000 mechanical and other 
airline employees, objects to words ‘for employed by a certificated repair station” 
presently contained in H. R. 7395 or S. 2815. Unless these words are deleted 
bill would reduce safety standards required by present law by exempting persons 
employed by certificated repair stations to be in charge of inspection. Mainte- 
nance overhaul or repair of transport planes carrying the traveling public from 
necessity of passing CAA examinations and obtaining an airman certificate. 
This amendment would reduce present standards for mechanical repairs and 
innecessarily increase the dangers of aviation to the public. Bill as it stands 
would also be discriminatory in that supervisory mechanical employees of airlines 
would be required to hold an airman’s certificate while similar employees of 
certificated repair stations would not. We, therefore, urge that you oppose 
H. R. 7395 or 8. 2815 unless the words “certificated repair station”’ are stricken 
from the bill. 

James F. Horst, 
International Vice President and Director, Air Transport Division, TWU, 
80-07 Broadway, Elmhurst 73, N. Y. 


Mr. Gurney. No. 1, I am sure that the Board would all agree 
that if certificated repair stations were to come under the provisions 
of this act, making it permissive to certify the employer instead of 
all the employees, maintenance shops of the certificated airlines 
should have similar treatment. 

As to the other phase of the matter, referred to in the telegram you 
have just read, the legislation is permissive and the Board would not 
exempt the individual employees if any showing was made that that 
would be bad for safety generally. 

Senator GriswoLp. You have no intention of using this permis- 
sive legislation to lower the standards? 
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Mr. Gurney. I certainly would not. There would have to be 
complete justification under permissive language before we would in 
any way waive the present stringent requirements. 

Senator Griswo.ip. Did you have any comment, Mr. Lee, regarding 
the telegram? 

Mr. Ler. I have a general statement on the legislation, Mr. Chair- 
man. On this particular message which has been received from the 
Transport Workers Union, [ think some of those points are covered 
in our general statement. 

Senator Griswo.ip. We will be glad to hear from you at this time. 

Mr. Ler. This legislation would amend the definition of “airman’’ 
as it appears in section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended. That section defines the aeronautical activities for which 
inspection and certification by the Federal Government. is required 
before a person may engage therein. Among other activities covered 
DY this section is the trade of aviation mechanic. However, under 
the present language of this section the Civil Aeronautics Board may 
exempt from the requirement of certification certain aviation me- 
chanics who are employed a the United States. In the exer- 
cise of this authority, the Board, in part 52 of the civil air regulations 

providing for certification of repair stations), has exempte . persons 
employed by foreign repair stations from the requirement that such 
personnel be certificated as mechanics when employed and perform- 
ing maintenance and repair of United States registered aircraft. 
This legislation would extend this permissive exemption authority 
to permit the Board, to the extent which it may provide by regulations 
in the future, to exempt domestic certificated repair stations and 
manufacturers from the requirement that repairs be supervised by 
certificated mechanics. 

Today, aircraft have increased in mechanical complexity to such an 
extent that there has been a tendency for repair stations and individual 
mechanics as well, to become more specialized. The day of the air- 
craft and engine mechanic who knew all about everything with respect 
to all aircraft, has passed. In his place, there are a number of expert 
specialists in the fields of electronics and radio, carburetion, instru- 
ments, hydraulics, et cetera, who actually do the work and check out 
completed repairs at specialized repair stations. Since, under the 
present law, all such repairs must be accomplished under the super- 
vision of a certificated mechanic, current practice permits repair 
stations to hire an A. and E. mechanic to sign out all repair work. 
In most instances, this mechanic not only has had no connection with 
the repair operation actually performed, but lacks the specialized skill 
to judge whether the job was done properly. The persons who actually 
performed or supervised the repairs, although experts in their particu- 
lar field, for the most part did not have and did not require the general 
knowledge necessary to qualify for an A. and E. mechanic certificate. 

The proposed legislation would permit the Civil Aeronautics Board 
to approach this problem realistically, by relieving qualified repair 
stations from the necessity of having an A. and E. mechanic to sign 
for completed work if the work does not in fact require it. Under 
such a system the repair station, as the only certificated agency 
involved, would be solely responsible to the CAA for the quality of 
work which it does. Any responsibility for poor quality of work could 
not be shifted to its employees, as tends to be the case where they, too, 
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are certificated. This element of increasing the responsibility of the 
repair stations for the quality of their work is one of the most im- 
portant reasons for this legislation. A repair station with substantial 
investment in plant and good will would be more apt to exercise 
extreme caution to provide the type of services required to maintain 
its certificate than would individual certificated mechanics in its em- 
ploy. Furthermore, from an administrative standpoint it is impos- 
sible, without employing a multitude of inspectors, to maintain proper 
supervision over a host of individual certificated repairmen. Instead, 
it is our intention to examine into the repair station organization and 
a AG used in their operations, mi wane the management itself respon- 
sible for providing adequate repair facilities. In this connection, for 
example, the present Civil Air Regulations provide that persons di- 
rectly in charge of maintenance and repair in repair stations have at 
least 18 months’ practical experience in functions related to the work 
for which the particular repair station is rated. Since employee 
qualifications are cumulatively passed upon in connection with this 
Government certification and inspe ction program, it is unnecessary 
duplication to require in addition a check upon, and a certification of, 
the qualifications of the individual supervisory ‘employees. Thus, 
the responsibility for providing adequate repair personnel and facilities 
is placed directly upon repair station management which will gre atly 
facilitate the inspection and enforcement functions of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration 

\ similar situation exists in connection with repairs made at the 
factory which originally manufactured the aircraft. A certificated 
mechanic is now required to supervise repair of an aircraft by a 
manufacturer after production, but not required for work in connection 
with the original production of the aircraft. It should be obvious, 
however, that ae manufacturer authorized to produce and market 
the aircraft under a production certificate should be competent to 
maintain quality control in rebuilding or repairing the same aircraft. 
Such firms have a greater interest in maintaining quality control to 
protect their good will and reputation than would an employee cer- 
tificated mechanic. 

Senator GriswoLip. Thank you, Mr. Lee. 

Senator SMATHERS. You are satisfied that by the adoption of this 
bill it would not result in less safety to the riding public in airplanes? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; we are satisfied. In fact, we feel that it would 
ease the job of the Civil Aeronautics Administration in enforcing 
greater safety, seeing that we would have the management of each 
repair station to look to, to insure that qualified personnel are kept 
on the job at all times and that the work is kept up to standard. 

This is in line with our desire to keep our activities in pace with the 
growth of aviation and that growth has involved such great complexity 
in the aircraft itself that they must have specialists who must know 
more about each plane and its components. 

Senator GriswoLp. You are certain that in actual operation in the 
field, the mechanic who checks the plane for the air pressure is usually 
a specialist in that field, but he may not have a certificate as an A. and 
K. mechanic? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator GriswoLp. And then someone else checks the different 
things to do with the different kinds of instruments, but finally the 
approval, the written approval, is signed by the certificated airman? 
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Mr. Ler. At the present time, yes, sir, in domestic practice. 

Senator Griswo_p. But many of the people who actually did the 
work are not certificated? 

Mr. Leer. Yes, sir. 

Senator GriswoLp. And in actual practice there would be no change 
in the procedure if this bill is passed then, although actually happening 
at the present time. Someone overall would be held responsible, and 
under him would be specialists who did the repair work, each in their 
own field? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator GriswoLp. And the opposition to the position, the per- 
missive exemption of repair stations, as expressed by Mr. Horst, is, 
in your judgment, not justified? You do not feel it would make any 
difference? There would be someone still there over all in charge who 
would sign it out as being in good order just as they do at the present 
time? 

Mr. Len. Yes; 1 feel we would be able to concentrate responsibility 
more and we would expect to get a better operation. It would not 
affect the individuals adversely, we feel, within the repair station or 
employers’ organization. 

Senator Griswoip. Mr. Horst makes no protest on the exemption 
of the manufacturers, but only with respect to the repair stations. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. In that respect, I would repeat that we feel 
that the individual technicians within the repair stations would not 
be adversely affected. 

Senator SMaTHERS. Do you know of any opposition to this pro- 
posed amendment here, any organized opposition? 

Mr. Len. This telegram is the first opposition that we have heard 
of it. 

Senator SMarHeERS. And, of course, they suggest an amendment. 

Senator Payne. I would like to ask this, Mr. Chairman: Mr. Lee, 
1 wonder if you would comment as to why the certified carriers, 
airlines, could not be placed under this same status? 

Mr. Les. If I could, I would like to hear the nature of the amend- 
ment proposed by the Air Transport Association and then if we could 
have an opportunity to comment on that, I would appreciate it. 

Senator Paynn. Going back for a moment to the question Senator 
Smathers raised with reference to a definite plan of rotation, isn’t it 
true that after all the performance of the inspector or agent, as you 
call him, in the history of the company to which he is assigned or the 
line to which he is assigned, determines to a very marked degree 
whether or not he is faithfully and conscientiously carrying out his 
duties in the interest of air safety? 

Mr. Les. Yes, sir. 

Senator Paynr. And if it were not true that it was good business 
to keep a person on a job a pretty reasonable period of time, then 
certainly major industries and business would be making continual 
changes in the auditors that they bring in to do the auditing work of 
their firms, because it is a well recognized fact that familiarity breeds 
contempt but, nevertheless, a man coming in and checking you over a 
period of time has learned to know the weaknesses of the company 
and is much more quickly apt to pick up the errors that do creep in 
because he knows by force of habit and personal observation exactly 
what trends that person may follow, and by constant observation he 

46488—54——-8 
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is in a better oe to bring those corrective features into play that 
are desirable in seeing that the overall picture is carried out more 
satisfactorily 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; and I would like to say, to enlarge on one of those 
thoughts, Senator Payne, that we do evaluate the work of the agents 
associated with the airlines on a continuing basis and we feel that we 
ean pick up any deficiencies 

Senator Payne. You have a pretty good — to pick up the 
fellow who isn’t doing his job conscientiously and there wouldn’t be 
much question — his being rotated quic ‘kly 

Mr. Ler. Yes, si 

Senator Griswoip. Do you have a right to rotate them clear out 
of their job if vou feel they are not doing their job correctly? 

Mr. Len. Yes, sit 

Senator GriswoLp. Do vou have a right to discharge them? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. We feel that if they are not doing their job, 
safety being something that requires a very high standard of per- 
formance, we want them that way. You have that same guaranty 
as you do in any malfeasance in any Federal job 

Senator SMaTHERS. Do you see any great similarity, however, 
between a company hiring an accountant and paying for that ac- 
countant themselves and an accountant who is supposed to represent 
them as an individual company and not the general public or not the 
Federal Government? Do you see any similarity between a situation 
like that and a situation where you have an inspector who inspects 
two parties? He is responsible first to the general public, to three 
parties, actually. He represents the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
and then, 1 1 effect, he re presents the airline Do you believe there 
IS any aactheutty between a company hiring an accountant who is to 
represent that company’s business and to get the most favorable 
consideration that he can from the Bureau of Internal Revenue, we 
will say, and on the other hand is that similar to somebody hiring an 
internal revenue agent or a Civil Aeronautics Administration inspector 
where he is not to represent just the company but the public also? 

Senator Payne. I would like to comment on this for a moment. 
If he is well aware of the tvpe of code of ethics of the accounting field 
and of those who are certified accountants, he will know that they take 
a very definite pride in the type of work that they do and they are 
subject to removal in the failure of their ability to carry out their 
work in a competent manner, and there have been instances where 
that has happened. So that while they are hired by the person, 
that is true, nevertheless, a good firm of accountants will not in any 
way color or disguise or hide any facts that may result from the audit 
itself because to do so and to reflect a condition that does not exist 
would automatically mean that they would be put right out of business. 

Senator SMATHERS. I recognize what the Senator is saying is 
absolutel; correct. But on the other hand that is vastly different. 
I know _ lawvers who operate exactly ‘the same way. They 
wouldn't try to change the facts on anything. But when they are 
paid a fee to represent the interests of that particular company, they 
represent that particular viewpoint to the best of their abilitv. We 
have an entirely different situation here. We have a person working 
for the Federal Government who does not represent that company. 
He represents, on the contrary, the general public. If he continues to 
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sit there with that company and only that company for a long time, 
as Mr. J. Edgar Hoover has long since found out, the general basis 
of having good work done is to rotate them from time to time so 
that they do not get their personal likes and dislikes mixed up with 
their job. Because, after all, even the highest-type man is human 
That was the point I was trying to raise. 

Senator Griswoup. Thank you, Mr. Lee 

We will now hear from Mr. 8. G. Tipton, general counsel of the Air 
Transport Association of America. 


STATEMENT OF S. G. TIPTON, GENERAL COUNSEL, AIR 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Trepton. My name is 8. G. Tipton. I am general counsel for 
the Air Transport Association of America, which includes in its mem- 
bership practically all of the certificated scheduled airlines of the 
United States. We support 5. 2815 and urge that the change which it 
would make in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 is so sound that it 
should be extended to apply to the certificated scheduled air carriers 

This bill now amends the definition of “airman” in section 1 (6) 
of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 to permit the Civil Aeronautics 
Board to exempt certain aircraft manufacturers and certain aircraft 

( repair stations from the requirements of employing certificated airmen. 

| The reasons for this amendment are sound. They are that the quali- 
fications of the employees of repair stations and manufacturers are 
checked by the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics upon the initial 
application for a certificate, and such certificate will be issued by the 
Administrator only on proof of the applicant’s qualifications, facilities, 
and personnel-training programs. Furthermore, to retain such a 
certificate, it is necessary to review the qualifications of the employees, 
the training of the employees, and the quality of the work performed 
on a continuing basis. To require, in addition to this cumulative 
check, an individual cheek on the competency and qualifications of the 
individual employees and the issuance to individual employees of 
airman certificates would be unnecessary and administratively 
burdensome. This bill wisely eliminates the necessity for this duph- 
cate check on the competency of the individual employees with 
respect to repair stations and manufacturers of aircraft, aircraft 
engines, propellers, or appliances. 

These same considerations apply with equal, if not greater, force 
to air carriers who are certificated to operate prow. services 
These air carriers must apply for an air-carrier operating certificate 
and in order to obtain such certificate, must establish that they have 
competent maintenance, personnel, adequate facilities, and personne] 
training programs. Further, to retain the certificate a check is made 
from time to time to assure continuing competency. These require- 
ments are specified in considerable detail in part 40 of the Civil Air 
Regulations. To require, as the act now does, that the Adminis- 
trator of Civil Aeronautics also examine and certify the individual 
emplovees, duplicates the examination already mace, adding expense 
and administrative burdens to both the airlines and the Adminis- 


trator. 
The quality of the end result is not determined by the certification 
of individual emplovees, but the cumulative ability to do the necessary 


work and by an inspection and checkout system that maintains 4 
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high standard of workmanship. ‘These can be obtained by the high 
standards required for the acquisition and maintenance of the air- 
carrier operating certificate. 

Kor the information of the committee, there is attached hereto as 
attachment A a copy of the provisions of part 40 of the Civil Air 
Regulations applicable to the certificated scheduled air-carrier regu- 
lations which specify the standards which must be met and main- 
tained by certificated scheduled carriers. They specify the require- 
ments which are independent of those imposed by section 1 (6) of 
the act and would continue regardless of the amendment proposed 

Mav that be inserted in the record, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Griswo.p. It will be made part of the record. 

Attachment A is as follows: 


ATTACHMENT A 
Civit AERONAUTICS BOARD 
WASHINGTON, D. ¢ 
CIVIL AIR REGULATIONS 


Part 40. SCHEDULED INTERSTATE AIR CARRIER CERTIFICATION AND 
OPERATION RULES 


SecTION 40.37. SERVICING AND MAINTENANCE FACcILiTigs 

The air carrier shall show that competent personnel and adequate facilities and 
equipment, including spare parts, supplies, and materials, are available at such 
points along the air carrier’s routes as are necessary for the proper servicing, main- 
tenance, repair, and inspection of airplanes and auxiliary equipment 


Src. 40.240. Responsipitiry FOR MAINTENANCE 

Irrespective of whether the air carrier has made arrangements with any other 
person for the performance of maintenance and inspection functions, each air 
earrier shall have the primary responsibility for the airworthiness of its airplanes 
and required equipment 
Sec. 40.241. MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION REQUIREMENTS. 

a) The air carrier or the person with whom arrangements have been made for 
the performance of maintenance and inspection functions shall establish an ade- 
quate inspection organization responsible for determining that workmanship, 
methods employed, and material used are in conformity with the requirements of 
the regulations of this subchapter, with accepted standards and good practices, 
and that any airframe, engine, propeller, or appliance released for flight is air- 
worthy 

(b) Any individual who is directly in charge of inspection, maintenance, over- 
haul, or repair of any airframe, engine, propeller, or appliance shall hold an 
appropriate license or airman certificate 
Sec. 40.242. MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION TRAINING PROGRAM 

The air carrier, or the person with whom arrangements have been made for the 
performance of maintenance and inspection functions, shall establish and main- 
tain a training program to insure that all maintenance and inspection personnel 
charged with determining the adequacy of work performed are fully informed with 
respect to all procedures and techniques and with new equipment introduced 
into service, and are competent to perform their duties. 

Sec. 40.243. MainrTENANCE AND INSPECTION PERSONNEL Duty-Time Limita- 
TIONS 

All maintenance and inspection personnel shall be relieved of all duty for a period 

of at least 24 consecutive hours during any 7 consecutive days. 


Mr. Tipron. We urge therefore that the amendment proposed in 
this bill be extended to apply to scheduled certificated air carriers by 
inserting on page 1, line 11, after the word “station’’ the following: 


or ap air carrier to which a certificate has been issued under title IV of this act. 
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Mr. Chairman, in view of the telegram which has been received and 
which I heard for the first time when you read it, I would like, if ] 
might, to expand for just a moment and comment specifically on the 
suggestion there that the enactment of the legislation or its expansion 
to include certificated air carriers would act to the detriment of safety 
in aircraft operations. It is our view that this is clearly not so, and 
that is true for several reasons. ‘They were well stated by Mr. Lee in 
his statement in support of the legislation. 

The safety of an airline operation, as far as the maintenance of its 
aircraft are concerned, is not based and has not been for many years 
based upon the certifications of individual mechanics. The safety of 
operation is base “| upon the maintenance organization that is main- 
tained by the airline under careful supervision as a whole by the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration. The Civil Aeronautics Administration. 
before an airline is permitted to operate at all, must approve the facili- 
ties; that is, its buildings, machines and the like, its personnel, and the 
practices which go into the maintenance of the aircraft and engines 
and other parts. So that the safety of operation is not based upon an 
examination of individuals and cannot be based upon the examination 
of individuals. 

In the second place, and in addition to that, the work has become 
so specialized that actually an A and E mechanic’s certificate in air- 
line operations now is of no significance in the practical organization 
of the maintenance shop. ‘The airline hires a mechanic and under- 
takes the training of that mechanic itself so that if the mechanic is 
going to work on hydraulic equipme nt, he becomes a specialist, highly 
trained in the hydraulic equipment. He is more qualified than any 
general A and E mechanic could be in his phase of the work. That 
particular principle goes all through the shops so that it has now be- 
come incongruous to impose this individual licensing. In many cases, 
a mechanic specializing in hydraulic equipment is far better qualified 
in that equipment than the A and E mechanic himself in hydraulic 
work. 

Senator GriswoLp. You feel that through this entire industry 
representing I guess what we would call the management. side, 
there is a complete understanding that anything that detracts from 
the safety of the operation is destructive of your entire business? 

Mr. Tieron. There can be no question on that. 

Senator GriswoLtp. There is no question but what stockholders, 
directors, Managers, everyone on the management side is completely 
cognizant of the fact that the ‘y cannot support anything that would 
in any way detract from your operation. 

Mr. Tipton. The success of our whole business is based upon safety 
and the increase in passengers and the increase in revenues has been 
based upon public recognition that the airline operation is safe. If it 
became a public recognition that airline operation is not safe, the in- 
dustry would fail. It is crucial. 

Senator GriswoLp. Thank you, Mr. Tipton. We will now hear 
from Mr. Paul Sifton. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL SIFTON, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, UAW-—CIO 


Mr. Srrron. IL have astatement and then I would like to make 1 or 2 
brief comments. 

Senator GriswoL_p. You may proceed, Mr. Sifton. 

Mr. Strrron. On behalf of J. L. McFarland, assistant director of the 
airline workers department, UAW-—CIO, 501 Railway Exchange 
Building, Kansas City, Mo., I wish to registe Tour opposition to the 
proposal in H. R. 7395 and S. 2815 that the Civil Aeronautics Board 
to waive the present requirement that certified 
airmen be responsible for supervision of aircraft and engine manu- 
facture, maintenance, and repair 

Due to the fact that we learned of this meeting only late last night, 


be given discretion 


are not prepared to present a detailed statement at this time. Mr. 
McFarland this morning entibisvinadl me to state briefly that our 
opposition is based upon a belief that a relaxation of present require- 
nents wouid be definitely harmful to air safety because inspectors who 


lo not have Civil Aeronautics Board ce rtification as certified airmen 
ould | more vulnerable to company pressure to pass dangerous 

| defective conditions, to risk, for example, a wing fault for another 
rip when it should go into repair before leaving the ground. 


We request time for the preparation and filing of a statement in 
support of our opposition to these bills. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have heard this testimony here this morning. 
| want to say that Mr. McFarland is a certified airman. He has a 
certificate. He has firsthand knowledge of his own experience and of 
other members of our union regarding what goes on in this industry, 
and I am sure that his statement may be of interest and value to the 
committee and if the committee had the time on their schedule, 
might be interesting and worthwhile for Mr. McFarland to come in 
here to offer whatever his experience and observations and conclusions 
are in this matter. 

I do know, because I have discussed this with him, about the state- 
ment regarding the pressure has a basis in fact and this point about 
the company self-regulation or the welfare of the industry having a 
comprehensive effect to maintain safety at all times on every aircraft 
on every trip is all very well, but there is a matter of competition 
and an individual question of judgment of whether this is serious 
enough to ground this plane or let it continue with people piled up 
at the airport and so forth. 

I would urge that consideration be given to the experience of the 
men who do this work. I pointed out that Mr. McFarland told me 
this mornlng that there is a great value to a man having a certificate 
when management says “Let it go one more trip.” 

If he can say “I w ill lose my certificate if I pass this” that is a source 
of strength to him to stand on his judgment as to whether that should 
be passed or not passed. 

You were talking about an accountant, a certified public account- 
ant, who has some backing furnished by a matter of professional 
standing. Doesn’t he have a Government license or a certificate so 
that a certified public accountant is protected against being asked to 
do certain things and at a point, if a certified public accountant feels 
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that he is being asked to do somethIng that he should not do, he just 
says he cannot do it; that it is bad practice. 

I do not want to go further on this because I cannot qualify as an 
expert on this matter from my own experience. I presented what 
Mir. MeFarland’s feeling about it is and the feeling of our members 
who know about this matter. It is definitely important to them. 

Senator Griswoip. Might I ask how soon we could have a state- 
ment? Could it be within a week? 

Mr. Srrron. Surely. 

Senator Griswo.p. I do not think we will have further hearings 
on the bill but we will hold up the report and insert the statement 
that Mr. MeFarland presents 

Mr. Strron. Yes, sir 

Senator Griswo tp. It will come from him? 

Mr. Strron. Yes, sir 

Senator Griswoup. We will consider it when we have our executive 
session on it 

Senator Griswotp. Are there any further questions in this field? 

Senator Smaruers. I would like to ask one question in relation 
to what Mr. Sifton said when he described the situation where there 
vas a plane full of passengers and something went wrong and they 
ran it over to the airline hangar and looked at it. The man who 
does the work on it said “Well, I don’t think it is really ready to go.”’ 

Actually, isn’t there some shop foreman or someone at the top who 
actually savs “Wait a minute, we will not let it go’ or “We will let 
it go’’? 

Is there not one man in responsibility who makes the decision, based 
on what the mechanic tells him, as a practical matter? 

Mr. Strron. Mr. MeFarland has described this, incidentally. 
There is a man with a certified airman’s certificate who has the 
responsibilitv for checking out and the question sometimes arises. 
“Is this serious enough to hold this plane? Let it go to the next stop. 
We will pick it up there.” 

If he has this Federal Government certificate where he is in the 
risk of losing it if that plane falls down, he has some additional support 
in that judgment. I am talking about the person who does the 
checkout 

The statement has been made that we are now so specialized that 
these A. and E. certificates are of slight or no value. I think the 
committee ought to examine that statement to see whether that is in 
fact the case. I would like to know what Mr. McFarland’s statement 
about that matter is. 

Senator Griswo.ip. We will be very happy to have it. 

Mr. Gurney. Following along those lines, I wanted to assure 
Senator Smathers that if that certificated mechanic or foreman said 
it is ready to go, he is not the last word. Presumably, that plane 
came from the ramp back to the garage, so to speak, on the orders of 
the pilot in command. He was not satisfied. No matter what that 
airman says nor what the shop foreman says, that plane does not go 
out until the pilot is satisfied. He has the last word. 

Senator SMaTHERS. His life is involved too. 

Senator Griswo.p. All right, Mr. Sifton. 

Mr. Sirron. I am informed that the pilot himself has such a 
certificate. 
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Senator Griswoip. Mr. Lee, does the pilot have a certificate that 
covers all the abilities that are covered in the airman mechanic’s 
certificate? 

Mr. Ler. The pilot is a certificated airman with an air transport 
rating, and under the civil air regulations he has responsibility as 
pilot in command of the aircraft. 

Senator Griswo.p. His examination covers all the things that are 
covered in the airman’s examination? 

Mr. Ler. He has to be satisfied that as the pilot in command of 
the ship, it is airworthy and ready to go. He is not an airworthiness 
mechanic. 

Senator GriswoLip. Does he know as much about mechanics as 
the mechanic who works on it? 

Mr. Ler. No. As a matter of fact, we are faced more and more 
with this specialization on the part of the men who are really the last 
word in their particular field. 

Senator Griswotp. I wanted to ask you, Senator Gurney, what 
your opinion is of the amendment suggested by Mr. Tipton 

Mr. Gurney. From general observation for some 15 years, I have 
come in contact with aviation one way or another and have been 
lucky enough to inspect many of the manufacturing plants. I expect 
[ have been in almost all of the airplane manufacturing plants down 
in California, on the coast, and elsewhere. Since then on the Board 
I have been fortunate enough to go through a number of maintenance 
shops of the airlines. And when I say shop, that is a big industry, 
you might say. There are 3,000 or 4,000 or 5,000 employees, 
mechanics of all kinds. Certainly, without question, the airlines 
work to as close tolerances as any manufacturing plant of airplanes, 
engines or otherwise. They are beautifully equipped. They have 
employees who are highly trained, skilled workmen who take pride 
in their jobs, and I am sure that any Civil Aeronautics Administration 
approved shop does work to exceptionally high standards. 

I would be in favor of the amendment. 

Senator GriswoLp. Of the Tipton amendment? 

Mr. Gurney. Yes, sir, I said so previously, and based on observa- 
tion that thev are really equipped, and really take pride in their work. 

Senator GriswoLp. Did vou appear before the House committee? 

Mr. Gurney. I did not. 

Senator GriswoLtp. Do you have any knowledge of whether this 
amendment was suggested to the House committee, this Tipton 
amendment? 

Mr. Gurney. I do not know. 

Senator GriswoLtp. Would you like to comment on the amendment 
suggested by Mr. Tipton, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Lex. I would like to have an opportunity to analyze the 
effect of this amendment and submit written comment to the amend- 
ment to the committee. There are certain requirements which we 
have for approved repair stations which have been established which 
may differ in some respects with those which we might have with the 
scheduled airlines. I would like to compare them. 

Senator Griswoip. And you will get a report to us within the week 
on that? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Griswo_p. Do you know whether this amendment was 
considered by the House committee? 

Mr. Lee. I don’t know. 

Senator Griswoip. Do you know if this amendment was offered 
to the House committee, Mr. Tipton? 

Mr. Tipron. It was not suggested to the House committee, Mr. 
Chairman. The hearing was called rather quickly over there and I 
found it necessary to check with the airlines as to whether the amend- 
ment should be offered. Rather than to ask to hold the legislation 
up there, I thought I could put it forward before this committee. 

Senator Griswo.p. In general, on the basis that all of this bill, 
including this proposed Tipton amendment, is only permissive in 
nature and could not hurt very much, it is within the province of the 
Civil Aeronautics Board to decide whether to put all of it or a part 
of it in operation It wouldn’t make a great deal of difference. Of 
course, vou cannot do it unless you are permitted to do so. 

Did vou have any questions, Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. No, Mr. Chairman 

Senator GRISWOLD. Senator Smathers? 

Senator SmatHers. No further questions 

Senator Griswo.ip. Mr. Gurney, did you want to say something 
further? 

Mr. Gurnwy. | am sure the Board would work very closely with 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration and would only grant these 
privileges after a thorough investigation by the Civil Aeronautics 
\dministration and its certification to the Board that the shop was 
thoroughly qualified 

Senator GriswoLp. With the understanding that there will be 
further inserted in the record the statement from Mr. MeFarland and 
a further statement from Mr. Lee on the Tipton amendment, the 
hearing will be considered closed on S. 2815 and H. R. 7395. 

Whereupon, at 11:13 a. m., the hearing was closed and the sub- 
committee adjourned. ) 

(The following letters were later submitted: 

Ain TRANSPORT DIVISION, 
TRANSPORT WORKERS UNION OF AMERICA, 
Elmhurst, N. Y., April 6, 1944. 
Senator Dwicut GRISWOLD, 
( hairman, Aviation Subcommittee. 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Comme 
Washington, a 

My Dear SENATOR Griswo.p: Referencing my telegram of March 30, express- 
ing the objections of the Air Transport Division of the Transport Workers Union 
of America, CIO, to a portion of H. R. 7395 or 8. 2815, to permit the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board to make further exemptions in the matter of certificates for airmen, 
I now wish to express complete disapproval of the entire bill. I would appreciate 
having this statement placed in the record of the hearings. 

Basically our objections are that removing the requirement in present law 
that employees in charge of inspection, maintenance, overhaul, or repair of trans- 
port planes must pass certain tests and must possess an airman’s certificate from 
the Government, would unnecessarily endanger the public safety. 

H. R. 7395, with the amendment proposed by 8. G. Tipton, General Counsel 
of the Air Transport Association of America, would authorize the Civil Aero- 
nauties Board to exempt aircraft manufacturers, aircraft repair stations, and all 
airlines to which a certificate has been issued under title 4 of the Civil Aeronauties 
Act from the statutory requirement of employing certificated airmen as mechanics 
and repairmen. SS, 2815 is the companion bill to H. R. 7395. 
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Since the so-called Tipton amendment of the Air Transport Association was 
not even proposed nor discussed at the House Commerce Committee hearings, 
H. R. 7395, as it passed the House, provided only for the manufacturers and the 
repair stations to be granted this exemption. 

We feel that granting such an exemption to a repair station would reduce the 
standards of mechanicai repairs and result in reduced safety standards. It is 
even more dangerous to extend the exemption, as the Tipton amendment would 


do, to all certificated air carriers 


Instead of permitting the lowering of standards, by large scale exemptions of 
the present requirements for certificates, such as H. R. 7395 would do, the Gov- 
ernment of the United States should, instead, be making every effort to provide 
‘very possible safety precaution to its citizens traveling by air. 

On the ground that a duplication of certification, supervision, and control by 


the United States Government exists under the present law and applicable civil 
air regulations, the bill would place sole responsibility for maintaining safety 
standards on the management of the repair stations, airlines, and manufacturers 
This might at first glance seem like a plausible change; but it is completely incon- 
sistent with well-established licensing practices of requiring individual competence 
and qualification, proved through established experience and passing mechanical 


examinations. Individual responsibility is the result of individual certificates. 
Individuals as well as management should be certificated, as is wisely required 
by present law It is not enough to place responsibility for the publie safety 
solely on the management. 
lo draw an analogy, I do not think that the Congress would look with favor 
upon dispensing with the requirement that all pilots be certificated even though 


they were fiving for certificated air carriers; and yet it should be noted that pilots 
and other air crewmen merely fall in other occupational categories in the definition 
of airmet 

The argument is advanced in support of the change that it would result ir 
reduced expense and administrative procedure on the repair stations, manu- 
facturers, airlines, and the Administrator. I strongly suggest that a possible 
monetary saving and a reduction in administrative activity are hardly to be 
favored over protection and promotion of public safety. 

Your committee, Senator Griswold, will also be interested in the report of the 
Interdepartmental Committee on Essential Activities and Critical Occupations of 
February 17, 1954, which makes up the so-called critical list, which serves as a 
guide for selective service and local draft boards. This committee has recom- 
mended that aircraft and engine mechanics be retained on the critical list. It 
was developed by the Defense Air Transport Administration at the manpower 
conference on Apri! 6, 1954, that the airframe, powerplant, and repairman certifi- 
cates (which are all part of the airman certificates required by present law) are 
the best means of keeping track of skilled mechanics of whom the Government 
anticipates there will be a severe shortage in event of war. These certificates 
attest. to the particular skills which the Government particularly needs. 

Therefore, there are defense reasons in addition to the considerations of public 
safety which I have mentioned, which make undesirable the abolition of repairme: 
and mechanics certificates contemplated by H. R. 7395. 

The crux of the change proposed in relaxing Government supervision and control 
is to place sole responsibility upon the management of the air repair stations, the 
certificated air carriers, and manufacturers. This move would permit the hiring 
of employees who do not hold airman certificates. Now airman certificates 
cannot be dismissed lightly because they are granted under stringent rules 
requiring high skills, technical knowledge, and work experience. 

Section 1 (6) of the Civil Aeronautics Act defines an airman as follows: ‘‘any 
individual who engages, as the person in command or as pilot, mechanic, or mem- 
ber of the crew, in the navigation of aircraft while underway; and (except to the 
extent the Authority may otherwise provide with respect to individuals employed 
outside the United States) any individual who is directly in charge of the inspec- 
tion, maintenance, overhauling, or repair of aircraft, aircraft engines, propellers, 
or appliances; and any individual who serves in the capacity of aircraft dispatcher 
or air traffice control-tower operator.” 

Section 610 (a) (2) makes it unlawful ‘‘for any person to serve in any capacity 
as an airman * * * without an airman certificate * * * or in violation of the terms 
of any such certificate’; and section 610 (a) (3) makes it unlawful ‘“‘for any person 
to employ for service * * * an airman who does not have an airman certifi- 
ate * * *’ Thus the law requires a certificate of competency issued by the 
Administrator for all aircraft mechanics and repairmen. 
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Part 40 of the civil air regulations ‘‘Scheduled interstate air carrier certification 
and operation rules’ contains section 40.241 (b) which reads as follows: ‘‘Any 
individual who is directly in charge of inspection, maintenance, overhaul, or 
repair of any airframe, engine, propeller or appliance shall hold an appropriate 
license or airman’s certificate.”’ In spite of what Mr. Tipton said in the sub- 
committee hearings on March 30, to the effect that part 40 regulations on the 
airlines would not be changed, it would seem to be quite clear that this section 
could be dropped if the exemption were granted to airlines. 

Part 24 of the civil air regulations sets out present requirements for airmen in 
the classifications of airframe mechanics and powerplant mechanics, or the new 
classification of repairman who specializes in major repairs or alterations. The 
exemption of certificated air carriers in the United States from the requirement of 
employing certificated aircraft mechanics and repairmen could have the effect of 
rendering these provisions meaningless et 

In the international field, the United States standards for mechanics and repair, 
men equal or exceed the international requirements laid down by ICAO for the 
classes which it licenses. We know that the United States has worked with ICAO 
to achieve uniform standards for airmen. It would certainly represent a step 
backward for the United States to relax requirements for employing certificated 
airmen in United States aviation. 

I hope that the committee will decide to disapprove H. R. 7395 and 8S. 2815. 

Very sincerely yours, 
JAMES F. Horst, 
International Vice President, Director, Air Transport Division 


(Statement from J. L. McFarland, assistant director of the airline 
workers department, UAW-—CIO, Kansas City, Mo., follows:) 


Unrirep AuTOMORILE, AIRCRAFT, AGRICULTURAL 
IMPLEMENT WoRKERS OF AMERICA, 
Kansas Citu, Mo April 7, 1954 
Re: Senate bill 2815 
Hon. Dwicutr W. Griswo.p, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee, Washington, D. ( 

Dear SENATOR: I am assistant director, airlines workers department, United 

Automobile, Aircraft, Agricultural Implement Workers of America, CLO, and am 


presently stationed at Kansas City, Mo. I have been a licensed mechanic for 
more than 20 years and I have been engaged as the representative of the UAW 
in connection with the airline industry for 10 years On behalf of my union, I 


wish to object to Senate bill 2815. The bases of my objections are: 

The certification of airmen as required by the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988 
is wive and necessary for the protection of the public interest and safetv. The 
requirements imposed by the present examination for certificates for airmen are 
rather rigid, but it is necessary that they be so. There are many instances where 
lives have been saved as a result of the skill of airmen certificated by the Civil 
Aeronautics Authority. The high degree of knowledge and skill reauired of air 
men can never be obtained unless airmen are certificated. If employers were 
allowed to select airmen without certificates or licenses, the present safety stand- 
ards would be seriously jeopardized. Many employees could be selected through 
channels of friendship and political considerations. Many largely unaualified 
employees would be selected upon the mistaken belief that they were qualified 
due to misrepresentations and exaggerations in their applications for employment 

There is no good or sound way to select emplovees on the basis of self-serving 
statements made in their application. The standards required through a formal 
examination for a certificate are exacting, but for the benefit of the public safety, 
the standards must not be relaxed. In other words, there is no duplication as 
suggested by Mr. 8. G. Tipton in his statement made at the hearing on March 31, 
1954. It is simply a question of whether we are going to relax standards of 
safety and permit employers to choose as airmen whomever they please. 

It may be well to observe that if we relax the high standards of safety now pos- 
sible through the certification of airmen, the public confidence will soon be lost, 
and this means that all airlines will be adversely affected. 

I should like to support in their entirety the statements made by James F. 
Horst, Director, Air Transportation Division, TWU-—CIO, on April 6, 1954. 
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It is regretted that a shortness of time prevents the writer from collecting 
facts and data which would definitely prove the lack of wisdom in making it 
possible to eliminate the certification now required of airmen. If the writer is 
advised that he still has sufficient time to present such facts and data, please 
advise and they will be forthcoming 

Cordially yours 

J. L. McFarvanp, 
Assistant Director, Air Line Workers Department, UAW-C10. 


Report requested from Mr. Fred B. Lee follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OT COMMERCE, 
Cryin AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Wasi n jton {pril 13, 1954 
Mir. Enwarp C,. SWEENEY 
Professional Staff Vember 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Fore yn Commerce 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C 

Dear Mr. SWEENEY: Pursuant to your request of April 9, 1954, we have set 
rth herewith our comments on the letters from Mr James Fk Horst, inter- 


ational vice president of Transport Workers Union of America, and Mr. J. L. 








MeFarland, of the United Auto Workers Unior 
\ir. Horst sets forth in the second paragraph of his letter his basic objection 
the proposed amendment to section 1 (6) of the act He infers that the Tipton 
endment would have the effect of eliminating present requirements that me- 
chanies, working on transport aircraft, pass certain tests and possess an airman 
certificate, which would thereby unnecessarily endanger public safety It is true 
hat certain tests required for initial certification of mechanics would be elimi- 
ited These tests are general in nature and are designed to cover broadly all 
pes of aircraft and do not apply specifically to transport-type aircraft The 
ce il accomplish t of the mechanic test and the receipt of a mechanic 
ertificat a person qualify him to perform all types of regular and 
lalize maintenance on alr-carrier aircraft Section 24.40 of the Civil Air 
| atic relati to privileges of a me ‘tificate, specically provides 
eve though a person has successfully p ‘rtification tests and be- 
es a certificated mechanic he still may not supervise the maintenance, repairs, 
spection, or alteration of or return to service any part of an aircraft unless he 
us previously performed the particular operation involved in a satisfactory man- 
Section 40.242 further requires the air carrier to maintain a training pro 


. e 
ram to insure that all maintenance and inspection personnel are fully informed 
vith respect to procedures and techniques and are competent to perform their 
juties. Therefore, the tests required for original certification in themselves do 
lify the mechanic for highly specialized duties relating to transport aircraft 








If the bill passes it is our intention to propose eq livalent safetv standards 
to the Board in lieu of such tests and certification These equivalent standards 
vould require the same qualifications and minimum experience as presently pro- 
vided in section 52.22 (b) relating to mechanic personnel employed by repair 
tations This section provides that mechanic personnel shall have at least 
18 months’ experience before they may be placed in charge of inspection, main- 
tenance, overhaul, or repair of aircraft Such a requirement implemented by 
the mechanie training program required by section 40.242 will adequately main- 
tain existing air carrier maintenance standards. 

It was contemplated at the time the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 was passed 
that all mechanic personnel be certificated subject, of course, to exemptions 


authorized under section 1 (6 Since that time the aircraft has developed to 
such a high degree of complexity that the services of highly trained specialists 
have become necessary Secause of the complex and highly specialized nature 


of the maintenance and repair functions many of the mechanic personnel are 
inable to obtain the overall experience required for issuance of the general me- 
‘hanie certificate. Therefore, for the reasons above stated we do not feel that 
it is necessary for the specialized personnel employed by repair stations, air 
carriers, and manufacturers of aircraft to possess mechanic certificates. 

Mr. Horst, in stating that the legislative proposal would place sole responsi- 
bility for public safety on management, implies that the mechanic would be re- 
lieved of all responsibility because of the elimination of mechanic certificates. 
Section 605 of the act places a joint responsibility upon the air carrier management 
and individual employees to observe and comply with the requirements of the 
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regulations. Individually, each mechanic must assume such responsibility 
irrespective of whether or not he is certificated. Any breach of this imposed 
duty to observe and comply with safety regulations would subject the individual 
to sanctions authorized by the act. Furthermore, the Civil Aeronautics Adminis- 


tration has responsibility under the authority of sections 605 and 609 of the act 
to conduct initial inspections of maintenance organizations to ascertain that they 
meet the required sefety standards before they are permitted to operate and 
thereafter to provide a continuing overall inspection to determine that they are 
maintained at the level of safety required by the Civil Air Regulations It is 
apparent, therefore, that the elimination of mechanic certification requirements 
would not place sole responsibilits for publie safetv i nanagement 

We disagree with Mr. Horst’s statement that certification is the best means 
of maintaining records of skilled mechanics for defens« purposes. We believe 
that the personnel records of the air carrier or other large maintenance organiza- 





tions provide adequate and current records, which are at all times readily accessible 
to the Civil Aeronautics Administratio1 

The last objection made by Mr. Horst is that the elimination of the certificatio: 
of mechanics would relax uniform standards established by the International 
Civil Aviation Organization. The uniform standards referred to are those in 
annex | relating to the certification requirements for mechanics. While the pro- 


visions of this annex do provide standards for certification of mechanic personnel, 


nevertheless, section 4.2.3 of the annex specifically permits an alternative to the 
certification of individuals by providing that the privileges authorized certificated 
mechanics in section 4.2.2.1 may be vested in an approved organization where the 
government concerned imposes, as a condition for approval, that an equivalent 
level of competency is maintained. Legislative history leading up to the approval 
by ICAO of this.type of a mainetnance organization appears in the report of the 
fourth session of the Personnel Licensing Division dated 22 January 1952, Docu- 
ment 7254—PEL/538. That report specifically recognizes that the privileges of a 
licenses mechanic should be accorded to an approved organization without making 
it necessary to issue licenses to individual persons. In line with this principle the 
Civil Aeronautics Board, pursuant to its existing authority under section | (6) of the 
act, has eliminated the requirement that repair stations located outside the United 
States employ certificated mechanics. The adoption of such provisions by ICAO 
establishes an internationally accepted principle that the vesting of privileges of a 
certificated mechanic is an approved organization would not adversely affect 
safety. 

The above discussion applies equally to the objectives raised in Mr. MeFarland’s 
letter. He does, however, intimate that if maintenance organizations were not 
required to employ certificated mechanics that mechanic personnel selections 
would be on the basis of self-serv ing statements made in their applications While 
applicants for mechanic positions are required to include statements of past ex- 
perience, nevertheless the appointment to assigned maintenance positions is based 
upon demonstrated ability 

If you desire any further comments with respect to the problems raised by 
Mr. Horst and Mr. McFarland, please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Sincerely yours 




















F. B. L&EgE, 


Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 


Crviz Arpronavutics Boarp, 
Washington, April 12, 1954. 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR Bricker: I am returning herewith the transcript of proceed- 
ings of the hearing before Subcommittee No. 3 on Aviation on 8. 2815 and H. R. 
7395, to amend the definition of “airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988, 
and for other purposes 

In going over the testimony, however, I noted two matters on which I feel some 
additional explanation of the Board’s position may be desirable. I am therefore 
taking the liberty of setting forth such additional matter below in the hope that 
it may be of help to the committee in its deliberations 

The first point relates to the amendment urged by Mr. Tipton. As proposed 
by him, the bill would be amended by inserting on page 1, after the word 
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‘“‘station,’’ the following: ‘“‘or an air carrier to which a certificate has been issued 
under title IV of this act 

At the hearing I endorsed this amendment However, in reviewing the matter 
and on further reflection, it seems to me that the restriction “‘to which a certificate 
has been issued under title TV of this act” is too narrow in form and inappropriate 
to a safetv matter. Title IV of the act relates to the economic controls over 
air carriers, and the certificate referred to is the certificate of public convenience 
and necessity—-a strictly economic certificate, and is one which not all air carriers 
are required to possess, since economic operating authority may be granted by 
exemption All air carriers, however, are required to hold air carrier operating 
safety) certificates issuable under section 604 of the Civil Aeronautics Act. 
Since this is primarily a matter of safetv concern, it is reeommended that Mr. 
Tipton’s amendment be further amended by changing the words “title IV” to 
‘title VI.”’ Subject to this modification, the B a continues to endorse the bill 
together with the amendment provosed by Mr. Tipton. 

The second matter relates to the conclusion of Mr. Sifton—that the loss of 
certificated status by lead mechanics and inspectors would adversely affect safety. 
The argument was made that the fact he holds a certificate may help the mechanic 
to restrain an overly eager management from making “just one more trip” with 
a defective piece of equipment 

The Board does not challenge the fact that there may have been instances in 
the past where the holding of a certificate by a mechanic has been a restraining 
factor in preventing the flight of an unairworthy airplane. In the Board’s 
opinion, however, this argument does not necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
head mechanics and inspectors should be continued to be certificated by the 
Federal Government We believe that a full investigation could show that the 
certificated status of mechanics employed by air carriers and certificated repair 








agencies might ultimately lead to an undesirable focusing of safety responsibility 
on the individual mechanics rather than on the management of the organization 
as a whole. The Board has made no investigation of this matter, however, and 
therefore expresses no opinion on the merits at this time. Once again we wish 
to stress the fact that the legislation is entirely permissive, and that we would 


t attempt to exercise the power contained in these bills until after we had 
assured ourselves that whatever course of action we might take would be in the 
nterests of safety 

Accordingly, the Board continues to support the bills as introduced, together 
with the amendment extending the exemption authority to “air carriers to which 
ificate has been issued under title VI of this act.” 

Sincerely yours, 





CHAN GuRNEY, Chairman. 





AERONAUTICAL TRAINING SOCIETY, 
Washington, D. C., April 28, 1954 
Hon. Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate O flice Building, Washington, D. 

DrAR SENATOR BRICKER: Since only the heads of Government agencies and 
officials of Air Transport Association and unions testified at the hearings your 
committee conducted on S. 2815, the bill to amend the civil air regulations to 
exempt aircraft manufacturers and CAA approved aircraft repair stations from 
the statutory requirement of employing certificated mechanics, we should like to 
call your attention and that of your committee to some implications of what is 
proposed that have not been reflected in testimony previously given. 

Our comments are from the standpoint of the fixed base operator, the CAA 
approved airplane and engine mechanic schools of the country, and, most im- 
portant of all, the user of aircraft. So far as we can learn, no representatives of 
national avaiation organizations serving these phases of general avaition were 
informed in advance of the intentions of CAB and/or CAA to introduce such 
legislation, nor were such organizations informed that hearings were to be held 
where the testimony of other elements of aviation might be expressed. 

The previous statement is not intended as criticism of any individual or agency, 
but rather with proper humility to point out that neither the fixed base operators 
of the airports like those serving your community nor the few dozen CAA ap- 
proved airplane and engine mechanic schools have the funds or the staff organi- 
zation to cover legislative matters as have the Government agencies, the sched- 
uled airlines through ATA, and the unions. In 10,000 towns and small cities of 
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the country, aviation is neither a Government bureau, a big aircraft plant, nor 
an airline that flies DC-—6’s. In these places the local airport, the fixed-base 
operator, the aviation school, the folks who come out to the airport, and par- 
ticularly the youngster who sweats out his summer vacation working as line boy 
to earn money to take a pilot or an airplane and engine mechanic course—these 
constitute aviation 

Because these grassroots elements of small business and the aircraft-using pub- 
lic have not testified on this matter, we should like belatedly to call to your atten- 
tion facts which you may wish to consider in connection with this legislation and 
particularly with the so-called Tipton amendment which would extend the exemp- 
tion from the requirement to use certificated A. and FE. mechanics to the airlines 
as well as to the aircraft factories and approved repair stations. 

First, S. 2815 and particularly the ‘Tipton amendment threaten the source 
of supply of basically trained mechanics which historically has kept civil aviation 
flying in this country. In the years 1947-53 inclusive, there were 30,734 airplane 
and engine mechanics graduated from the CAA approved schools. ‘These schools 
have been decimated of students by the draft and the Korean campaign plus the 
higher pay inducements offered by other industries. (A plumber’s hourly pay is 
generally higher than an A. and E.'s) The fact remains that these schools have 
been the great source of supply for trained personnel for the airlines and the repair 
stations of the country before and during World War IT and since. 

There is no argument that the airlines and the repair shops want men with 
basic aviation mechanical skills even though representatives of those carriers on 
vecasion say they are not concerned whether a man has an A. and E. ticket or not. 
Proof? On page 1 of section VI of the Washington Post and Times Herald, 
Sunday, April 11, 1954, one of the larger ATA member lines ran some 10 column 
nches of advertising trying to hire A. and E. mechanics 

[It is not the purpose of this letter to get engaged in any hassle between the air- 
ines and the unions. However, a word of explanation might clear up the anomaly 
of the airlines professing disinterest in hiring A. and E.’s and the advertising they 
-onduct in newspapers and the aviation press trying to reeruit such personnel 

Your committee may wish to consider that if S. 2815 and the Tipton amend- 

nent become law, in the event of a strike the carriers would be permitted to replace 
ertificated A. and E.’s with uncertificated personnel. We believe that no good 
iirline would deliberately take chances with safety of operation. However, to 
this writer, this situation appears to contain the seeds of danger. At hundreds 
of way points along the routes of the scheduled carriers, certificated A. and E.’s 
are employed by the carriers to make minor repairs and after proper check to send 
the plane on its way if it is ready to go. In the event of strike, not alone at its 
way points but at its overhaul bases and shops, the airline could hire uncertificated 
personnel. Undoubtedly the maintenance managers would do as well as they 
‘ould under such circumstances but in many cases they would have to hire ex- 
flivver mechanics or personnel whose training or experience may be good, fair, or 
only indifferent. 

Would this improve the safety of operations? It is debatable whether corporate 
responsibility may be safely substituted in such a situation for the know-how of 
an experienced individual craftsman. Under the present situation the airplane 
which has been out of service must in practice be regarded as ready to return to 
service by both the A. and E. and management. Is not a double check better 
than a single one? There are instances where the best both parties to the present 
team can do, seems to achieve less than perfect safety. 

The pie of technical skills can be cut into very small pieces but someone must 
judge whether the end result is good enough to sell to the public. THe armed 
services under stress of emergency because they lacked time in war days to produce 
adequate numbers of men having skills equiv alent to the A. and E., trained larger 
numbers of short-term specialists—a man who could bolt on a magneto, another 
who could work on hydraulic system, ete. The services did not do it that way 
because they wanted to. They did it because it was wartime and there was no 
other way to get the job done. The officers who were in charge of that operation 
will tell you that they would have preferred more men with more of the full 
segment of technical knowledge, that the all-over safety record would have been 
better had there been more men with full A. and E. training, fewer specialists. 

If S. 2815 is passed, it will drive out of business or damage most of the remaining 
A. and E. schools which over the years have been the industry’s source of trained 
manpower. It will do it because it will largely deprive the A. and E. rating of 
its status and essential recognition of having achieved a definite training and 
mastered basic skills. The boy who wants to be a lawyer wants to be admitted 
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to the bar The boy who studies medicine wants to be able to put the letters 
M. D. after his name when he finishes his course and passes his examinations. 
Che boy who wants to be an airplane and engine mechanic is no different He 
wants the recognition that goes with completing a course of training and passing 
required CAA written and practical tests determining his proficiency He wants 


to be a 


A. and | 


If you destroy the incentive or the recognition due a man for having achieved 





a defir recognizable standard of know-how in aviation mechanical work, you 
destroy his desire to beeome an A. and E. In comparison with some other lines 
f work, the aviation mechanic is not highly paid If the incentive to enter the 
industry is lost, vou lose not only the man but in the long run the schools whose 


| 
be sure that if aviation is to keep growing, 


it is to train him We 











neone is going to have to train the mechanics who will keep our planes flying. 
Do the airlines want to undertake this mission? Is it in the publie interest that 
yuld 

Wi k this because obviously the airlines would not want to train any per- 

l b nd the own requirements unless they were going into the school 

) l to a much greater extent than they have in the past. It should be 
remembered that of the 30,734 A. and E.’s coming out of the CAA approved 
choc 99 percent plus either paid their own way entirely or received partial 
aid under the GI training bill. The expense of that basic training in such schools 
vas not at airline expense. If the airlines of the country are going to take on 
the task of giving many of their shop employees the basic training equivalent to 
that which they have been getting from the A. and E. schools without cost to 


the carriers or the taxpayer it seems a fair assumption that mail pay and subsidy 
costs for these items will increase. 

In the past, CAB has looked with a cold eve at proposals of those railroads, 
aircraft manufacturers, and steamship lines which aspired to get into the airline 
business It is hard to find a clean shirt in a town where everyone takes 1n 
everybody else’s washing. On this premise your committee may well question 
whether it is in the advancement of aviation safety and economy of operations to 
get their airlines into the training business to a greater extent than upgrading 


personnel who have prescribed minimum skills. The airplines, too, should 
reconsider any proposal that threatens to destroy those schools which for 30 
yea nd more have given us the best aviation mechanics in the world 








snnot feed a herd on pastures which have been destroyed and you cannot 
yroduce mechanics in volume if the schools that produce them no longer exist. 
_ ; I . 

these uncertain days it is a poor time to destroy the training facilities that are 





this country’s greatest source of mechanic mobilization potential, either now or in 
some future emergency 
On merits, we believe S. 2815 and the Tipton amendment should not be 


enacted at this time 
sincerely vours 


WAYNE WEISHAAR, Secretary 


Boston UNIVERSITY, 
COLLEGE OF INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY, 
East Boston 28, Mass., April 29, 1954, 
Hon. Joun W. BRICKER, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator Bricker: I have read, with some misgivings, S. 2815 
and H. R. 7395, which I believe is now being considered by your committee. 

In the case of aircraft manufacturers, there seems to us to be no valid reason 
why such manufacturers could not assume responsibility for the airworthiness of 
airplanes under their direct control. After leaving the manufacturer, however, 
these aircraft are subject to various operational hazards which require that these 
airplanes be repaired. Although the Civil Aeronautics Administration has, as 
far as possible, attempted to standardize the quality of the work in approved 
repair stations, it is actually true that some of these repair stations do not all 
conform to the same rigid standards of performance. 

At the present time, with the requirement that at least the supervisory per- 
sonnel be required to obtain certificates from the CAA, the owners of aircraft 
being repaired in these repair stations are at least assured of the fact that the 
airplane is readied for service with a specific guaranty on the part of some par- 
ticular individual that the aircraft isairworthy. This, of course, fixes the responsi 


’ 
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bility definitely upon a single person with the result that the possibility that 
improperly repaired aircraft returned to the owner is reduced to a minimum. 

Concerning the situation in the air-transport industry, we feel that the pro- 
visions of this bill exempting air carriers from the present regulations would have 
an extremely adverse effect upon the air conan! industry. To be sure, many 
of our present airlines have rigid requirements with respect to repair work within 
their own organizations, but I have personally seen repair work in the shops of 
certificated airlines that would make me hesitate to fly in their equipment. 

If this is true in some of the larger carriers, you can well appreciate what would 
happen in the case of marginal carriers. 

Speaking now as a person who, for reasons of convenience, prefers using the 
airlines to any other mode of transportation, I am at present at least reassured by 
the fact that the maintenance personnel in the airline repair shops have been 
carefully screened and are also well trained in the fundamentals of aircraft mechan- 
ics. Should this not be the case, I am sure that the hazards of air travel would be 
increased, as has been so well proved during several periods in the history of the 
airlines when certificated mechanics were not available 

Sincerely yours, 


Hitpinc N. Caruson, Dean. 


THE AERONAUTICAL UNrversiry, INc., 
Chicago 16, Ill., April 30, 1954. 
Re 8S. 2815. 
The Honorable Joun W. Bricker, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
The United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: The Aeronautical University is the oldest Civil Aeronautics Admin- 
istration approved mechanics school in the United States, holding air Agency 
Certificate No. 67. We have trained thousands of airplane and engine mechanics 
in the past 25 years and with other similar schools have provided the airlines 
vith certificated mechanics who have been largely responsible for their successful 
maintenance record. 

We desire to go on record as being oppose d to including the air carrier in the 
exceptions to the definition of ‘‘airman”’ as has been proposed. 

Respectfully yours, 
K, L. BurrouGus, 
President. 





Arr LINE PiLors AssociaTION, 
Chicago 38, Ill., May 5, 1954. 
Hon. Joun M. Bricker, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sir: The Air Line Pilots Association wishes to go on record with your 
committee and with the Members of the Congress in opposition to S. 2815, 
bill to amend the definition of “airman” in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, 
and for other purposes. 

We have noted with concern that support for this proposed bill, as presented 
by the Secretary of Commerce to the committee and to the Congress, has stressed 
that the requirements of certificates of mechanics who work for a manufacturer 
on aircraft and aircraft components which he produces has received the main 
emphasis of the supporting statement. 

We respectfully submit, after close study, and as a result of our experience 
with airline maintenance, that there should be some qualifying language in the 
proposed bill to confine this legislation strictly to the manufacturing segment of 
the industry and to the pre-certification period in the development and operation 
of all commercial aircraft. 

It has been our firm belief and experience that those who are responsible for 
the maintenance of today’s commercial aircraft should have at least a minimum 
of qualifications as required by present certificates. Not only does this insure a 
more conscientious employee, but it does as well, add a greater degree of stability 
to the maintenance field and the individuals attracted to that work. 

It is well known that commercial airline aircraft are extensively modified and 
put through the most severe shakedown tests after manufacture, flight testing 
for certification and delivery to the carrier. 
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It is most imperative that every individual employed in the maintenance and 
overhaul of airline flight equipment be certificated in demonstration of minimum 
qualifications for the responsibility. Most assuredly an individual will advance 
to a skilled technician status only from a basis of sound initial qualifications for 
his chosen career. 

Again, may I add that today’s airline operations, the safest in aviation’s history, 
should not be permitted opportunity to deteriorate by lowering the standards 
that have brought us this far. Instead, through daily monitoring, pride in the 
record accomplished, and experience gained, we hope to continue to advance the 
mechanical and operating dependability, reliability and safety to an even higher 
degree. 

Sincerely vours 
Arr LINE PiLots Association, 
CLARENCE N, SAYEN, President, 





NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C. May 14, 1954, 
Hon. Jonn W. BrICKER, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SenaTOR Bricker: The National Aviation Trades Association represents 
some 1,300 commercial air-service (fixed base) operators in 40 States. We would 
like to comment on 8. 2815 relating to the definition of ‘“‘airman.’’ 

The original proposal apparently designed to relieve the situation in the air- 
craft-manufacturing field through a redefinition of the term “airman” appeared 
to us to be a reasonable development. However, we were very surprised when 
an airline association representative appeared before your committee and made 
advances to expand this concept to include the air carriers. 

We are concerned over this since it appears that it could be the beginning of a 
major breakdown in the safety concept and regulations now established for the 
benefit of aviation and the traveling public in air-carrier operations 

We do not believe that the Air Transport Association proposal is presently 
consistent with what should exist in view of the state of the art generally. 

We also point out that in our recent testimony on 8. 2647 (the McCarran bill), 
we did not oppose regulations pertaining to safety requirements or licensing of 
personnel in civil-aircraft operations. 

The National Aviation Trades Association is, therefore, opposed to permitting 
the airman concept as originally stated in 8. 2815 to be applied to air-carrier 
operations. 

Respectfully yours, 


NATIONAL AVIATION TRADES ASSOCIATION, 
CHARLES A. PARKER, Executive Director. 








